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FOREWORD

Time allocation for secondary vocational education programs
is a major issue facing educators today. Driven by economics and
political forces to address excellence in all areas of education,
vocational educators are asked to justify the relatively large
blocks of time devoted to vocational education.

This report reflects an effort to provide research based
data on time allocation in vocational home economics community
and home service programs. Further, it reflects a collaborative
effort initiated by Casmira Discipio, Cleveland Public Schools
and Laura Pernice, Ohio Department of Education. ‘These two hone
economists are to be commended on their visionary views of
research based programming in home econonics.

The collaborative rescarch model which was operationalized
for this research is drpicted in Appendix A. Without the
flexibility, expertise, commitment and willingness to provide
resources on the part of every agency and person involved, this
project would not have become a reality.

Regina Weade, project coordinator deserves special thanks
for providing the 'connection' between Cleveland and Columbus as
well as keeping the project on.target. We thank Ida Halasz,
National Center for Research in Vocational Bducation(NCRVE),a
project consultant vho adapted the observation instruments and
tralned the data collectors. Marta Fisch, from NCRVE, assisted
in computer programming and statisical analysis. The classroom
teachers who cooperated in this study deserve special recognition
as well as the evaluators who collected data. Steye Malorca,
Cleveland Public Schools, coordinated the data collection efforts
and Candace Hazelwood coordinated efforts in the Mayfield,
Cuyahoga Vocational Educational Consortium, program. .

Charles M. Loyd, project assistant, developed the training
f11m, collected data on-site, and provided the much needed
support and assistance in the inteppretation of data and the
development of the report. Sincere appreciation is expressed for .
his expertise and willingness to see the project through. '

The funds for this project were provided, 4in part, by the
Division of Vocational Education, Ohio Department of Education.
In kind resources were provided by Cleveland Public Schools,
Mayfield City Schools, and The Ohio State University, Department
of Home Economics Education. -

y Sharon S. Redick, Ph. D,
' Project Director
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"Effacts of Allocated Time Differences in Vocational
Homo Economice Community anc Home Service Programs

Exeéutive Suhmary

- . 7

PURPOSE: : The purpouse of this study was to
determine the impact of time
- allocation on student achievement,
student and teacher satisfaction, and——
time o~ task of handicapped students
enrollred in Community and Home Service

Programs. .
LOCATION: Y Cleveland and Mayfield, Ohio
DESIGN: ' Quasi-experimental "~ design. Two
e control groups of handicapped

students, three experimental groups of
handicapped students, and one control
group of non-hundicapped students.

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Knowledge 6f cuntent.
Performance of selected tasks. .
Satisfactinn o# students and teachers.
Time on task.

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Time allocation-- Control: 180 min.

Experimental: 135 min.
SAMPLE: Junior and senior special needs
students enrolled in Community and
] Home Service Programs. Junior and

senior non-handicapped students
enrolled in Community and Home
Service Programs.

. N
SAMPLE: 4 CONTROL GROUP: 27 special needs
17 non-handicapped

FXPERIMENTAL GROUP: 34 special needs

Groups were tested on the following to
determine "match":

Reading level: No significant
difference (NSD)

I1Q: NSD




s

RESULTS: |

granford Diagnostic: NSD

Inowledge Pre-test: NSD (There was
a signficant difference between the

, non-handicapped group and the

combined control group and experi-
mental group. : ‘ '
Math: Significant difference(SD)
betveen ' one experimental group
and one control group.

Hypothesis: There will be no

significant difference between
groups on achievement test.

',Experimqntals 32.2%
, Controls 42.9%* SD
Non-handicapped.51.6%*  SD

Hypothesis was not gupported.
p | .

Hypothesis: There will be no

~signficant difference between .

groups on achievement test

gain scores. a ‘
Experimental: - 1.2%
Control: - 6.8%

Non-handicapped: 12.7%* 8D

Hypothesis was supported for special
needs groups. :

s¢ X

Hypothesis: There will be no -

significant differences between
groups on thsk performance.

Hypothesis was supported for

. special needs’groups.

Hzgothesis: There will be no

significant difference in
student satisfaction.

Hypothesis was supported”for
‘'special needs groups.




' o

RESULTS: . Hypothesis: There will be no .
' . significant difference.in ° .
teacher satisfaction. .

Kypothesis was not supported in -
that the majority of teachers
preferred the shorter time frame.

Hypothesis: There will be no
: significant difference between -
\ groups on time on task. :

Eypothesis was supported as there "

vas no signficant differeces between o
' : , special needs grnups on time on »
task/content, time on task/non-
content and time off task.

Hypothesis: Thare will be no
significant difference between.
handicapped learners and non-handicapped
; : learnsrs on dchievement, task '
o ‘ . performancé and time on task.

"Hypothesis was not supported as the ron-
handicapped group scored significantly
higher than handicapped experimental
group cn the posttest and significantly-
higher on gain scores than both '
handicapped groups. The non-handicapped
group scored significantlyihigher on
three of five task ratings. The non-~
handicapped group spent significantly
less time on task/non-content and
significantly more time off task.

Combined
Exper {mental Control Control
Handtc-:lbpcd Handicapped Non-Handicapped
)
Achievement: (%) L N
Pre test .2 33.0 40.7*
Post test 32.2 42,90 51.6%*
Gain gcores 1.2 6.8 12,9*
Task parformance: (X)
folding 4.09 4.14 4.52
table 3.79 J.63 4,43
bhed J.28 . J.76 3.1%
wvashing furnjtur: . .87 3.85 4,74* :
cleaning sink . 3.82 1.54 4.75* -
Time on task: L T Min ) Min A Min
On Task/Content 66.66 89.99 68,93 124.07  66.07 118,92
On Task/non-content ' 2080 28.08 19.39° 34,90 7.7  13.14
Off Task 12.81 17,3, . 11.86 21,35 26,74 48.13

*gignificantly differsnt than all other groups
*egignificantly dtf!cn_nt than experimental group

ix
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Effects of Allocated Time Differences in Vocational
Home Economics Community and Home Service Programs

INTRODUCTION S
Time - allocation. is a matter of critical importance to )
vocaﬁiona} educators. The National Commission of Excellence ‘on.
Education (National. Assessment of Educational Proéress.* 1982).
pinpointed Bime gpent on subject as one ;f'thrée variaﬁlés' mest
crucial to_enhanéing the quality of education. In the ;ake of
this and other national and state Eommission\ reports, secondarj
school curricula and curriculum.standards are being examined and
revised. Of particular 1ntefesn‘to many are the amounts of timef
allocated . to various subject matter areas in secondary school
programs. v n m |
’Vocati&nal education l}rograms have traditionally been
allotted iarge blocks of school time as compared to other subject il['J
areas. Whether by historical ﬁ;ecedent or conventional wisdomn, )
educators have operated on the belief that laboratory activities,
"learning and doing", are tinpe fcoﬁguﬁing Activities. Little
empirical evidence is currently available with which to increase
the rationalit} of our time-related decisions within particui;r
secondary vocational programs; | K ‘_ ' ; I
While very little research on time allocation ha¥ taken |
place. in vocational education classrooms, _.numerous studies of
time usage have been conducted in elementary schools und " in E
secondary level academic sub&ect aréas,; Findings reported in

there studies indicate amony other things, that the amount of

time students are ..ctively engaged in a learning activitiy 1is

_ i 11




positively related to aclievement (Blcom; 1974 Borg, 1980;

Frederick and Walberg, 1980). This finding isn't surprising.

The idea thet - higher levela of achievement can result from.

increasing studen; time on taak;is appealing; it is perhaps

overly simplistic. Results in othér studies have suggested that :

;ncreaqing student engaged time does ‘not produce equally higher

. levels of achievemgnt for, all students (Stallings, ;980;
Evertson, 1980; Soar, 1978). Evertson (1980) reported.{a_
aiguificant variation in student engaged time among groups of
studencs of different achievementf levels. Clearly the way
teachers strugture and manage learning activities. that is,f how
time is used, cdgplqd with planning for differing ability levels
is important; the total amount of time available Within‘which'to_
accomplish instructional goals equqllyiimportaﬁt.
’Findings ;n‘these studiés provide a partial framework for '

the formulation of research questions and hypotheses. Idportant
differences do exiat,_ however, in the sﬁbject matter content and
the structure of learnig activities ih‘ vocational .educatipn
clqsérooms as'coépared to the types of academic_classes'obser;ed
in-”hosi of thg‘tiﬁe on task studies, Halasz and Behm (1983)
acknowledged this fact as a basis for developing an observatiﬁnal
device designed specifically for use in vo tional education
classroom settings. Their instrument provides an importaht
m&thodological ’advance in enab%ing researchers to account for
CSdnmw ‘use' ‘within the context of vocational skill areas.® In

addition, thelr use of'the observation device in a purposively

selected oample of secondary voecational program areas indicated

i o ' - 2‘ , 1;2

y
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some brogram areas foster student time on task more adequately
than others, Home economics ‘rograms were not included in their
StUdY¢

Backg-ound

1ame allocation derislons for vocational ome economics
programs became a critical concern in Ohio in autumn, 1982, A
large - urban school disti.ct requessed.a reduction in mandated
time for the Community and liome Sersice 4ob training progrem for
handicapped students. In thls district, Aore studunts had been
vocarionully assessed as needing and deserving the Community and
Home Service program than could be eccommodated within the
existing time frame, The Ohio Department of Education, Division
of .Vocational Education, granted permission to decrease the
amount of time in sglected sections of the péogram on  an
experimental basis. Thut 1is, \plans were made to study selected
- eftects of different time allocations in order to assess the
advisabiliity of such actions in the future.

Pilot §itudy

A pilot study - »s conducted during the 1982-83 academic year
at East High School in Cleveland, Ohio. The purpose nf the ...dy
wa;\ to datermine the impact of time allocation on achiwvement as
~measured by paper/pencil tests, perfiormance of tasks, and time on
task of heandicapped students enrolled in Community and Home
Service Programs. Thus.c a quasi-experimental design was
implemented including one ccnatrol group (N=13) and two
experimental groups (N=25). The control group met‘ for the

customary three clock hours while the time was reduced by 25%, to

two hours and 10 minutes, for the experimental groups.

3 12




The groups were tested on the fcllowing variables to
determine "match": years in the home economics program; reading
level; Stanford Diagnostic .-Test, total score, Math Coaprehension,
Math Cognition, Math Application; Knowledge of Coatent”
Achievement Pre-test I(hea’th aid) and Achievement Premtest\
II(institutipnal cleaning). The use of the t-~test indic;ted
there were no significant differences between groups with the
exception of twvo variables. The control group scored
aiguifihamtlf higher on Achievement Pre~Test II and had mor‘L
y?ara of nx;erience in home economics.

Two teachers were involved in thé project, one teacher
taught the control group and the other t;ught the two

experimental groups. With the assistance of the city home

economics nupervisor aud the chairperson of the high school home

economics program, agreement was reached on the broad curricular
areas to be taught. Bach teacher then determined how much time
to spend oa specific content and the amount of time  spent on
theory and on practice of tssks.

Students wera measured on cognitive achievement by use of
the same instrument that had been used as a pre-test, In
addition, observers scored each student on five selected tasks;
bed~making, folding, temperature taking, pulse taking, and
respiratory measurement. Reading levels wre measured at the end
of the year. Observers recorded time on task wusing classroom
observation devices developed by Halasz and Behm (1983),

Analysis of the data indicate¢ that there was a significant

difference between experimental and control groups on Achievement

b .14




Posttest I with the control group scoring higher, There were no
significant difference between'groups on Achievement Poatteét 1I.
There were no significant differences between groups on the
performance tasks that were measured, and there was no
significant difference between groups on réading level measured
at the end of the year; See Appendix A,

Analysis of the time on task data indicated Ithat when
comparing the twoigroups. the experimental groups spent greater
proportions of time on basic skills, on eet-up‘and clean-up and
on break. Tﬁe c¢ontrol group spent a greater proportion of tine
on technical skills. When categories were collapsed into "on-
task" and "off-task" there was a small proportionate ‘ime
difference between groups with the controi group sp ‘nding
slightly more "on-task". See Appendix A.

It appeared as though the reductioﬁ in time did not
significantly affect student achievement as measured by the
pu. £ormance _tasks and Achievement Posttest I1I. However, the
control group did score significantly higher on Achievement
Posttest I. While the two groups varied on selected categories
of :ime used as measured by the time on task observation device,
there was only a slight difference in the time spent "on-taé?"
and "off-task". See Appendix A. |

While these findings could suggest that a reduction in time
allocation would not adversely affect students' progress in
vocational education classes, they were deemed inconclusive as a
basis for major decision making. A number of questions arose
concerning the number of teachers and students involved and the

training of data collectors. Thus it was determined to improve




upon the research design and methodology and to expand the study

to be implemented in the 19831P5“achool year.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES
Statément of Purpose
The purpose in this study, conducted in 1983-84, was to
investigate the impact of time allocation in selected . Community
and Home Service Programs for handieapped students. The focus of
this study was on the comparison of two different allocated time
periods (180 min. and 135 min.) rather than determining optimum
learning time. Attention was directed toward identification of |
relationships between time allocation and selected variables;
student achievement, . satudent task performance, student
satisfaction, teacher satisfaction, and time on task.
Research Questions

Seven questions were posed in support of the above

purpose:

1. What 1s the relationship between time allocation and
student achievement in Community and Home Service
curriculum content areas?

2. What 1is the relationship between time allocation and
student performance on selected Community & Home
Service performance tasks as measured by: a) observef
ratings, and b) teacher ratings?

3. What is the relationship between time allocation and
student satisfaction?

b, What is the =elationship between time allocation and

teacher satisfaction?

6 16




What is the relationship between time allocation and a
range of time on task variables: Students' Time on
Task/Content gBasic skills, technical skills/theory,
technical skilia/practice. employability skills, youth
ofganization activities); Students' Time on Task/Non=-
content (Youth organization activities, set-up/clean~
up, and transitions); &nd Students' Time Off-~
Task (Waiting, sociqlizing. goof off, and out of room).
What 1is the relationshi, between time allocation and
time spent by the teacher as defined by Teacher Role
|(extent of interaction with individuals, small groups,
whole class; monitoring students), and sy Teacher

Method (demonstrating, lecturing, using audio-visuals,

testing, conducting discussion groups, providing
dividualized instruction, assistance).

7. What is the relationship between time allocation and
student achievement, task performance, and time on task
for non-handicapped students as compared to handicapped
students?

Research Design

The research designs used in this study were quasi-
experimental. They included pretest-posttest, control group
design and an expost facto, control group design (Campbell and
Stanley, 1966). Case study and survey techniques were used to

investigate supplemental, exploratory research questions.

Sample

Six classes in Community and Home Service Programs were

17




selected for this study.

purposively As depicted in Figure 1,

these classes represented three different school settings and

{nvolved four experienced, certificated teachers. Three classes
made up the control group (state mandated time: 180 minutes) and
three classes, the experimental group (reduced time 135 minutes).
Five of the six classes were designated for handicapped studentas.

’
One "regular” classroom was observed in order to provide baseline

comparisons.
rIGURe 1
RESEARCH DEBIGN
EXPANDED STUDY
School A School B school C

Teacher 1 ~ Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4
iroup 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group S Group 6
n » 11 nw= 12 - nwls ne«l1l ne 12 a=1?
Lrp'rhnnul. Experimantal Control Experimental Control Control
Handicapped Handicapped Handicapped Handicapped Handicapped Non~handicapped
135 min. 135 min. 180 min, 135 nin. * 180 min. 1680 min.

To determine the characteristics of the classes used in the

sample, data were collected on reading level, I.Q., math ability,

scholastic diagnostic scores, and knowledge of subject matter.

See Table 1. These data were collected from existing school

records as much as possible.

Five of the six groups used in the st ., were tested for

reading level. Data were not available for the control group of

non-~handicapped students. Though the reading level varied from a

18




TABLE )

Nean scores of reading, IQ, Stanford Diasgnostic, math, “
and knoyledga of congtent(pre=-test) by groups, . N
. . ‘\‘
SCHOOL A sCHoOL B SCHOOL C
TEACHER 1 TEACHER 2 TEACHER 3 TEACHER 4
Group 1| Group 3 G;'ou 3 |oroup d| @ ou. ] ‘6 6 Conbined Qombined
X rou ;
wEe | Cwe | CwET |Twk | Twe ise © | Piperimntal | control
Reading leval 2,22 3.1 3.1 3.08 4.3
10 5440 6).58
stanford Diagnostic | 3.56 4.10 3,76 .
Math 1,99 3.20°
Xnowledge of Content !
(Pre~Test) b .8 3.7 3.4 0.4 n.l 40.7** 3.2 3.2
a = Hehandicapped) E=experimental) Cwcontrol) Nn-non-hnndicuppu.
b « expressed as mean percents of tha total scores.
X ™

significantly different from group 4,
significantly different from combined experimental and control group,.

19
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mean of 2.23 tc 4.33 this was not a sufficient difference to

establish statistical significance. Note that these students were

" classiiied as junior and senior high school students, yet they

wvere reading on second to fourth grade level. |

Intellisénce test scores were available for two of the
groups. The data ia Table 1 shows that there was no significant
difference in the mean scores of the experimental and control
group located in s8chool B. Note that the mean score for the
control group was slightly higher.

Hﬁth scores were also availablé for the controf, and
experimental group located in school B. There was a significant
Jdifference between the 3rou§s with the control group having a
higher mean grade level score.

The Stanford Diagnostic Test scores wgre.available for the .
three sections located 1§ school A. There were no aignificaﬁt
differences in the mean scores of this group indicating a
commonality of abilities among the groups. B

The Ohio Community and Home Service achievement test was
administersd to all classes early in theAacademic year. The test
consisied of 15 sub-sections designed to measure :the knowledge of
the content of the course. The test also yielded a total =score.
Though the total pre-test mean scores varied from 30.4% to 4q.7z.
the statisical analysis did not show a significant differenée.
When the experimental handicapped learner classes were combined
as ?well as the control handicapped learners classes both were
significantly differentlthan the control non~-handicapped learners

class which had the highest mean score. However, the combined

10
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experimental handicapped learner class and the combined control
handicapped learner classes were not significantly different.

In summary, the classes did not differ statiétically in
knowledge of content, 6r”read1ng level. Classes in gchool A did

not differ astatistically on the Stanford Diagnostic test scores.

"While the studeats in school B did differ'.statistically on
average math scores they did-not differ on I.Q. s8cores. Based on -

this information, it was believed that the classes were
sufficiently similar for the purposes of this study.

Instrumentation and Data Collection

A variety of instruments were used to measure the variables
of interest in this study. Each is described in the sections that

follow.

Student Achievement. A standardized achievement test used

'1nVCommun1ty and Home Service Programs in Ohio was made available

to the researchers through the assistance of the Ohio Vocational
Education Instructional Materials Lab. This test is organized in

15 sections to reflect the specific topical content areas

outlined in the Community and Home Service Task Activity Analysis

guide. See Appendix B for Table of 'Specifications. Reading

level of the instrument was adapted for wuse by handicapped
students through the assistance of a reading specialist in the
Cleveland City school district. The test was administered in

November and in May.

Task Performance. Five out of 183 performance tasks'

included with the Community and Home :§ervicp Task Activity

Analysis guide were selected for observation. These included

folding and storing, making an unoccupied bed, cleaning a sink,

[}
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washing furniture, and setting tables. Th; gselection of these
tasks wvas based in part on commonalities among classrooms in
terms of content coverage and importance of task. C:her
selection criteria included the representative nature of the five
tasks across content areas and the observability of the .
behavioral specifications for each within manageable time frames.

Heasnring student performance on these tasks vas done in two
geparate ways, ‘one of which wvas observer ratings. The geries of
behavioral specifications prescribed as leading to successful
task completion on each of the selected tasks were taken from che
Ohio Community and Home Service Task Activity Analyois guide.
The rating scale applied to student performance in cach of these
behaviors . consisted of a gix point semantic differencinl ranging
from "excellent" to "omitted". See Appendix B. An ' observer,
training manual, which wvas develqped during tne current project
year, Wwas used as part of a program of observers' training
conducted 1in February. The trained observers then folloved @
schedule during }hé months of April and May vhereby each student
was evalnated can eack of 'the five performance tasks. ‘

A second procedure for generating {nformation about rask
performance VA3 {mplemented incorporating part of the classroom
teachers' on=-going, routine evaluation trechniques. This procedure
consisted of overall ratings on a five point scale translated
from ratings of "pastery", "can do with supervision",' “ean't

. perform", to "no exposure'. While teachers routinely evaluated
task performance onf all tasks yncluded in the curriculum, only

the data related to the five tasks selected for observation were
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included in this study A sample checklist form wused by the

teachers is presented in Appendix B.

Student Satisfaction. A quebtionnaire designed Specifically.
for use in this Qéhdy was administered by classroom teachers in
May. See Appendix B. The questionnaire cougisted of items which
polled students' attitudea on the relatipnship between the amount
of time spent in class and thei:'perceived levgl of learning.
Based on the researchers' knowledge ofﬂihe daily routine and the
normal structure of ipstructional time in one of the school
settings, @®pecial adaptations in the questionnaire were made to
gain additional info;mation in oné srhool. F

Teacher Satisfaction. An interview questionnaire " was
constucted for use in the study. See Appendix B. The objective
" in instrument construction was two-fold: to assess teacher
satisfaction regarding time allocation,  and to explore teachers"

opinions and attitudes on time relatgd’issues. Interviews were

conducted in May.

Time on Task. Two time on task observation guides developed
by Halasz and Behm (1983) were used in_this study. See Appendix -

1
B. Data collection involved recording information in selected

~ categories at two minute 'intervq&s. Two trained observers,
working as a team, coded their observations on key~punch ready
forms. -Data were collected during whole blocks of allocated time
on five consecutive school days in four of the classrooms, and on
three alternating days in the remaining two classrooms. In the

1

The reader is referred to the report of the Halasz and Behm
study for a full description of this instrumentation; only
details related to implementation procedures are presented here.
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latter cases, the norwnal weekly routine invol;ed placement of
students in field settings e;ery Tuesday and Thursday. Although
possibilities existed for keeping‘sfudents in the school setting
for the designated week of data collection, thig was not done. |
Such & move would have .been highly intrusive. A substantial
change iq handicapped student's wéekly routines would have made
the days of data collection unlike the same days in other weéks
gnd. thefefore; 'an 1nappr6pr%ate -sample, Furthermore, data
collected by Halasz and Behm (lﬁtJ) suggested that classroom
avents on Tuesdays‘and Thursdays are not unlike tﬁose on other
days of the weck. . = @

Data Analysis
A plan for the data analysis is provided in Figure 2.

£y

Analyses were conducted as follows:

v

Student Achievenent. Percentage sub-scores were computed

for the fifteen sub-sections of the instrument as well as a total

score. Data were subjected to analysis of variance between
separate groups and combined experimental and control groups. An
alpha level of .05 was selected as the criterion for
significanqe. Fisher's"Least Significant Difference procedure was
employed as a follow-up where appropriate in order to identify
A

particular groups as significantly different.

Student Task Performance. Mean scores on each of the five

selected tasks were calculated for each student. This was done

‘separately for each method of observation, i.e., the trained

observer ratings and. the teachers' evaluations of student
mastery. Experimental and control groups were combined and.

subjected to analysis of variance and Fisher's Least Significant
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Data Analysis Plan

Reseaxch ' : o Analytical
Question Variables Instrumentatio: Techniques

e

1 Time Allocation* Analysis of variance ‘
) student Achievement standardized Achievement Fisher's LSD test ’
¢

Test (modified for means v
reading ‘level) :

2 Time Allocation* _ a.) Mastery rating check list Analysis of v;m«" '
Student task o, b.) Observer rating cards Pisher's LSD test ' .
vy performance ‘
k] Time Allocation® _ Student Satisfaction Pisliex's 1SD test .
Student Satisfaction Questionnaire ‘ Content analysis

4 Time Allocation® Teacher Satisfaction
Teacher Satisfaction Questionnaire Content Analysis
« - ‘ —
N S Time Allocation® NCRVE time on task proportions
Student Time On . obsexvation guide Prequencies and means
Task Variables analysis of variance

o Student Newman, Koouis
” t-test

6 Time Allocation® . NCRVE time on task | Prequencies and means

Teacher time on task obsexrvation quide ' proportions
variables . Analysis of variance
) . student Newman Keouls
t-test

7 *  Ragular vs. handicapped Analysis of variar.e
Student Achiavement Standardized achievemant test Tisher's LSD test
Performance, time on task NCRVE time on task observation

quide,

*180 min. vs '135 min. . R

Difference procedures.

Student Satisfaction. - Questionnaire data were subjected to

an item-by-item content analysis. Responses to one item, a global

rating - of program satisfaction, were subjected to analysis of

variance between groups.
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Teacher Satisfaotigg; Questionnaife data were subjected to

an ltem-Dy-item content' analysis. Categories of responses yere

‘\‘ ”

~
~

folmed based on the content analysis.

Time on Task. Frequenciea,- means, and proportions of time

vere caiculacbd using computer programming assistance provided by
the National Cen.er for Roeearch in Vocational Education. |

The uinute was uzsd as the primary unit of measure. All
data were collected in anbers of minutes epent upon various on
and off teek activities in the classes. The proportions (of

percentages) . of on and off task activitiea vere calculated with

?

= proportion of time

the following formula:

fnumber’offoinutes spent on the activity
*totel number of minutes present in the class
Thus, ,jer example, in a 180 minute class with fifteen etudents _
present, the denominator was 270C, If the fifteen students spent
a total of 465 minutes on task during the class period, there was

' \
17 percent time on task. The equation yas.

15 students x 31 minutes = 465 - 17
15 students x 180 total class minutes = 2700 :

It is important to note that the formula was applied for the
dAumber of students on task during each minute with the number of
'etudent vinutes on task cumulated throughout each class period.

A number of the cndes used in the observation guides were
‘collapsed for more concise analyses and discussions of the
resuffs. This yas neceasary since there was an extremely small
amount of time recorded for some of the content codes. |

The three classifications are onvtask, either content or

non-content, and off task. On task/content includes the
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curricular-content categoraes of basic skills, technical skills,
and eaployability skills. On task/noncontent includes the set
vp/clean up and the relﬁted categoriec. Off task includes the
waiting/nothing, the socialfzing and the break category. The
purpose for such specificity was to prevent any misundarstanding
since the literature 18 replete witl wuaay variations in the
meaning of time on task. It is also imporé;nt to remember that
the ~atudents' time is under discussion as being on task or of £
task in this study. The teacher's time is éiscussed as on or off
content or as allocated time'(Halasz and Behnm). |
Comparisonu petween or among ﬁhe groups were calculated with
the t-test and F-tests. In cases where significant differences
~ were found at the .Og‘level or less, ihe St@gent Newmﬁn, Keuls

procedure (Nie, it. al., 1975) vas used to discern homogeneous

subsets.
YINDIZNGS AND PISCUSSION

The findings and discussion presented here are organized by
the saven research questions tha. guided this study.

Student Achievement

5esearch Question 1. What i3 the relationship hetween time
allocation and student achievement in Community and Home
Service curriculum contunt areas?

" Mean scores were calculated for each of the 15 sub-sections
and the total score on the pre and post achievement teét. See
Appencix C, Table 1 and Table 2, Scores were analyzed by separate
groups as well as by combined exparinental and® control groups.

Analysis of variance of posttemt total scores by the six
classroom groups indicated that éigniﬁicant differences existed

(Fu3,37, p < .01). The control group of non-handicapped learners
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had a significantly higher mean 8core than each of the
experimental groups. In addition, one control group of
handicapped learners had significantly higher mean scores than
one handicapped learner experimental group. Se~ Table 2.

Analysis of variance on gain scores, that is, +he differenﬁ
between pre and poettest scores, although approaching é critical
F value, failed to reveal aighificant differences. In contrast
to the findings on the posttest scores, analysis of gain cdorea
does not show significant difference among ﬁny groups. See
Table 2. | |

Control and experimental classes were combined fov further
analysis. See Table 2. When the control han‘icapped learner
classes were combined as well as the experimental "handicapped
learner classes, significant differences existed (F=8.28, p
<.0007). It 1s interesting to not; that the control clsass of
non-handicapped 1earnersuwitvred significantly higher than both
the experimental and control group of handicapped learners on.thé
pre-test. Yet on the posttest the non-handicapped learners o ‘red
significantly higher to only the experimental group while both
control groups ecored similarly. The analysis of gain scores
showed one siguLif!:cant difference, that is, between the non-
handicapped group and the experimental group of handicapped
learners. )

The £inding on the posttest suggests that the longer time

allocation 1is positively related to student achievement scores.
In this instance it appears that the longer time was needed by
handicapped students to score similarly to non~handicapped

learners. See Table 3.
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Table 2

Mean percent scoxes of pre~test, posttest and gain scores® by groups

SCHOOL A scHoOL B ScHOOL €
TEACHER ) TEACHER 2 PEACHER ) TEACHER 4
Group t Group 2  Group ) Group ¢ G [ ] G 6 §°=f‘?" tal Combined
P roup roup xporinentall control
H/L H/E H/e H/e w/c NH/C (1,2, (3,9
Pretest 31,5 31,7 3.4 10,4 3.3 w0, n,.2 33,0
Posttest 34.6 30,1 12,9 AS.69 79|  81.6°0% | 32.2 TEM
Gain Scores .20 40 4.5 3,16 9,43 12,9 1.2 6,6

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table )

Achievement test pxe,post and gain mean pexcent
scoxes for combined groups

Combinad Cowbined’ .
Control Experimental Non-handicappd
(Cxoup 3 & 9) (Groups 1,2 64)  (Group 6)gy

Pre 33.0 3.2 40.7¢ : .
Post  42.9¢¢ "oz S1.6%
Gain 6.0 1.2 12,700

egignificantly differeat than experimental and coatrol group
segignificantly different than experimental group

The opportunity to control for teacher differences was
provided- because one teacher taught both the experimental and ..
control classes in one school. Analysis of the differences in
gain sccres and total posttest scores showed no sig%;ficant
differences butween these two grohps: It should be) noted,
however, that the control grup had a higher mean Score.

In summary, when achizvement scores were analyzed by
separate groups there were significant differences amcng groups
on the posttest but not on the gain scores. When groups were
combined, both control groups scored significantly higher than
the experimental group on the posttest while the non-handicapéed
group scored significantly higher than the experimentél group on
gain scores.

Research Question 2a. What 1s th- relationship between time

allocation and student performance on selected community and
home service performance tasks?

BEST COPY AVAILABLE -
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Descriptive data on students' task performance is provided
in Table 4. Comparison of group means shows that, with the
exception of the bedmaking task, students in the class for non-
handicapped 1learners scored higher on task performance than the
groups of handicapped learners. No explanation is apparent to the
researchers for the non-handicapped students comparatively lower
performance on the bedmaking task. |

Analysis of variaance revealed significant differences
between groups on four of the five performance tasks: bedmaking
(F=4.09, p < .0028); cleaning a sink (F=6.29, p < .0001); washing
furniture (F=5.32, p < .0004); and setting a table (F=6.5, p <

.0001). There were no significant differences among the groups
on the folding task. Fisher's test for least significant
differences permitted identification of groups that had varied at
the significant level. See Table 5.

Disregarding the expected differences between - non-
handicapped and handicapped learners, it is iﬁportant” to note
that while significant differences existed for each task among
groups, wvhen the research was controlled for ‘“teacher"
differenée, that 18 when the same teacher taught both the
experimental and control groups (group 4 and 5) only one of five
tasks had a significant difference. The expgrimental group (4)
did score significantly higher than the control group (5) on the
table setting ~ask. Thus, 1t might be that the significanﬁ
differences that did occur were creaced by teacher differences

rather than time allocation.

21
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Table ¢

Mean scores fi:om cbasrver ratings of task
performance by groupe

SCHOOL A

TEACHER )

. Combined Conbtmm
Group 1 gxperinental! control
Task W/t /' NH/C ' Q1 '2"'

rolding 3.00 ' .09 @

Bedmaking 3.00 ; 3,28

Cleaning $ink 1 3.0 3.0

Washing Purniture ' 3,07

Setting Tables 3.7

a4 » scale: 5,0-0,0
b = Hehandicapped; Ewexperimantal; Cecontrol) NHsnon-handicapped
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Table $

Groups with significant differences between
mean scores on task performance ratings

\g

SCHOOL A ScHoOL B 8CHOOL C

TEACHER 1 TEACHER 2 TEACHIR 3 TEACHER 4

cro:p 1 Croup 2 Group 3  Group 4 Group 3 Group 6
)

Bedmaking \ A A '
| d B
€ c*
B B
|
" . AR
Cleaning 8ink A .\
. B B
C 4 ce
D [
] E*
. P
G* G
Washing A A®
rurniture _ 3 - B
‘ C c*
) o
E®
pe r
G* o G
o ne N
-
- Setting *© A S
Tables B g
c c*
p* D
Be B
| 4 3
- -

* - highest mean score of the lettered pair for task.
a - Hwhandicapped; Ewexperimental: Cwcuntrol; NHe=non-handicapped

In regard to the bedmaking task, the highest performing
group (group 3, @ control group) significantly out~ranked twe
experimental groups. The interpretation of advantage due to extra
time is mitigated, however, since chis group also out-rank;d tpe
other control group at a significant level. Similarly, two of the
experimental groups performed at significantly different levels.
Hence, findings Arelated to differences associated with time

allocation are contradictory.

23
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On the cleaning sink tasks, disregarding the advantages
held by the "non-handicapped" group (group 6), the findings were
again mixed; That 1is, group 2 (experimental) performed
significantly better than one control  group, but also
signiricantly botter than the two other experimental groups.
Examination of the washing furniture and setting tables tasks,
revealed similar  patterns. Just as one control group
significantly out-ranked one experimental group.' or viceéveraa,
it also aignificantly out-ranked one or more of its equal time
cohort groups. No conclusions regarding an association between
task performance as measured by trained observer ratings and
amount of time allocation can be drawn on the basis of these
findings. | |

The control groups and experimental groups were combined for
further analyﬁea. See Table 6. There were no significant
differences .between the control and ;xperimental groups of
handicapped,iearnéra. Hovever, on three of the five tasks, that
is table setting, washing furniture, and cleaning sinks, the
control group of non-handicapped learners scored significantly
higher. See Table 6. Thus, differences seem to ge attributed to
ability levels rather than time allocatic..

Research Question 2b. What is the relationship between time

allocation and student performance on selected Community and

* Home Service performance tasks as measured by teacher
ratings?

Mean scores by clgssroom group on teacher ratings of taék
mastery for the five selected performance tasks are presfnted in

Table 7. Comparison of group means &Cross the five tasks reveals

that teachers rated students somewhat higher on the folding task,

24
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Table 6

Mean cbserver ratings of task performance
by cowbined groups

Combined  Combined Nom

Control Bxperinental Handicapped
Groupa Groups Group
(369 (1,2,5 4) (6)

Yolding 4.14 ' 4.09 4.52 ‘v
Beduaking 3,76 3.28 3.88 |
Cleaning Sink 3.54 ~~ . 3.82 4.75*
Washing Purnituxe 3.088 3.07 0.74'“
Setting Tables - 3.6 . . 4,43*

* Significantly different than all other groups

fhe cleaning sink task, and the washing fur;iture task than on
the bedmaking and setting tables tasks. It may be that the
latter two tasks are either more problemgtic for students to
master than the other tasks, or that less instructional time 1is
devoted to these tasks than is necessary for student mastery.
Comparison of means across classroom groups revealf no
obvious pattern of differences between experimental and control
~ groups. One pattern within the experiqgntal groups is of special’
interest. Specificaliy. group 2 ratings'are consistently higher
than group 1 ratings. Groupskl and 2 had the same teacher, and
therefore, the same "rater" for task mastery. Reference to the
preceding discusgion of findings for task performance as rated by

trained observers reveals a similar pattern of differences
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Table 7
Mean scores from tuacher ratinge of, uck
mastery by groups

ol

. CHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL ¢

TEACHER TEACHER 2 TEACMER ) TEACHER 4

Omp 1 Group 2| * CGroup 3 | Group ¢ Group Group 6 | Cosbined Conbined
TASK w/ed R/ we u/e N/e nm/c Experimental
“.3.‘) Control

'o’.d‘ﬂ' 4,00 3,00 4,69 4.0} $.0n bt 4,62 4.02
Bedsaking 3.64 P i 3" |3.00 3,67 " . 3.77 400
cx.“‘n' $ink 4,55 3,00 © 3,00 14,90 i‘ol" hd 4,08 4,62
Nashing Purniture 4.5% 5,00 5,00 4,67 4.9 - 4. 4.69
Setting Tebles 1M w6’ 3,08 - 3.9 - .0 24

& » 8cale: 8.0 .

b « Hshandicapped) t-cmrhonuh Cwconteol) m-non-hqndtumd

* « significantly different than group 3

* « significantly different than groupe 1,4,% .

¢ « significantly different than group 4

¢ » aignificantly different than combined control qgroup 3 6
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betweer groups 1 and 2. While this phenomenén has oniy indirect
implications for compérisons between experimental and control
groups, 1t does contribute as a measure of cross-validation of
the two mod-~s of/observing task perf&rmance. |

) Anatyéis of variance indicated ‘significant differences
between experimental and control groups on two of the performahce
tasks. See Table 7. These inéluded'the bedmaking'task (F=3.97, p
§..0065).and the table seﬁting task (F=3.67, p < .0187). Follow-

up testing using the Fisher's Least Significant Difference

us;atiatic.‘ provided a means for designating which»of'the groups

vere significantly different.
In regard to the bedmaking task, findings were equivocdl in °

terms of differences between experimental and control groups. One

experimental group (group 2) out-performed one control group as

well as the two other experimental groups. This group's higher
ratings may have been influenced by factors other than time
allocation. Additionally, one control group (grpup 3)

significantly out-ranked one of the' experimental groups. The

difference in these two groups, though possibly a function of

time allocation, may have been influenced by differences between

‘teachers and by differences in teacher's conceptions of task

"mastery". There is no basis for suggesting that a higher level
of mastery with respect to the bedmaking task is associated with
a, greater amount 2f time allqgatiog. J

With regard to the table setting task, a significant

difference was identified between one of the experimental groups

and one of the control groups. The experimental group, having

~less available time, mastered the task at a significantly higher

27
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level than the control group. Not withstanding possible
¢ ifferences in teachers' définitions of mastery, this £inding
suggests less than optimum advantages for extended -time
allocation in respect to table setting skill development.

The control and experimental groups Wwere combined for
further analysis. No significant differences existed between
groups on fouy of the five tasks. However, on the table setfing
task the axperimdutai group scored significant1y b1gher“than_ the
control_\grﬁupa This finding supports the reduction in time
allocation. |

Satisfaction with Time Allocation

Research Question'3. What is the relationship bei;ggn time
allocation and student satisfaction? ' :

Satisfaction -questionnaires for studénts were distributed
to teachers in May. See Appendix B. Teachers administered these
short, paper and pencil th;rumgn;s in late Ma}~ Students - were
polled on their preferences regarding time in relation to the
" nature of CIasa"activitieé and potential for learning. As
described earlier, the questionnﬁirevwaé ad#p:ed'for use in the
egperimental and control groups that 8dared the same teacher. In
this situation, the researchers weré avare of a normal dailly
routine that permitted prec.sely stated questions designed to'tap-
student preferences for "related" and laboratory components of
the program more specifically than was bossible in other
classrooms. Although adaptation of the instrument precluded
direct Eomparisons.between all respondent groups, the potential

information yield through content analyses of crudent responses

was not substantially comprom.sed.
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One of the questionpaire items was common for all’ students

_completing the questidnnaire. This item required students to

Y

indicate an overall attitude about the program-by placing an "X"
under one of the three "faces": smiling, ; straight expréasion.
oxr frowning. Comparison betwelen groups on this item yielded no
significant differences in level of student satisfaction with the :‘
program. Content analysis was used in the other items in the

questionnaire. A summary of the results can be found in Appendix

C.

Through thei; responses on the basic form of the .student
satisfaction questibpnaire. students indicated | several
preferences. Although a clegg majority indicated interest. in
spgnding less time n clasa, opinions were-mixed in regard to how '
clasg time should be structured. "Doing“iand practicing held a
slight edge over class discussions and demonstrations, but a
decided preference was voiced for learning something new. as
compafed to ‘practicing what is already known. Additionally,
although most students felt that more time in class would lead to
more learning, they did not form a united stand on the oppoéite
condition -- that 1esS'ﬁtime would result 41n less learning.
Opinions were mixed on the latter point. In general, overall
attitude toward the program was more favo?able than unfavorable.

Examination of responses on the adapted questionnaire

revealed a profile of students who are basically satisfied, at

least in terms of overall attitude, with their program and with

~the structural érrangement of time'and activities within the

program. On some counts, however, student opinions about




increasing or decreaaing time)allottmen;s for various activities
were mixed. Unanimity' of opinions amoag these students is not
apparent. Students, of course, had experience with only one
measure of time a%loqption and could not have based their
judgements on experience with both versions of time allocation.

Research Question 4. What is the relacionship between - time
allocation and teacher satisfaction? ' N\

Teacher 1nterview instruments were implemented with'“thc
teachers of the‘experimental and control handicapped ,leafner
. groups in May. See Apbendix B. The teacher 1in  the :ponﬁ
handicapped learmer control group was not interviewved. A\sumﬁary;
statement of teacher responses for each interview item can be’
" found in Apﬁendiijc.

‘Through a lprocess\pfmcontent~ analysis’ certaigf';:aﬁ??lng
themes were evident inh the teachers' respons;s to the six
interview questions. In géneral teachqrs.suggeeted that:

‘1. ' Content coverage over the school year. e#n remain the

same whether time allocation is shorter (time = 135 minutés)

or longer (time -.180 minutes). » |

2. Longer periods of time 'allocation for in-school

instruction . place greater demands on teacher planning than

 shorter periods of time allocation, if ‘high levels of
student motiv:tioh are to be maiﬁtained.

3. Student learning would remain about the same over thel

school year whether time alleozation is shorter (time w= 135

minutes) or longer (time = 180 minutes). Factors other than
time allocation are important in relation to learning for

handicapped st ~ts.




b Field #xperiences in "real" work éettings are valuable
- ., in increasing student ‘morivation and learning, regardless of
time allocation.
b I8 If given a.éhoice. teachers would prefer a shorter
neasure of time allocation~(time ~‘135 miuufes) ﬁhan longer
r

T time allocation (time = 180 minutes).

- Time¢ on Task

Research Question 5. What is the relationship between time’
allocation and a range of task variables included in time on
task content, time on task/mon-content and time off task?

N As the category of time on task was brbken“down 1ntof si;
sub-groups all classes spent the largest pr&pgx;ion of time on
technical skills -~ theory and techanical skills-praccice. See
Yahle 8., The experimental groups spernt mq;e prbportionate time
than the control groups un busic skilla; No'time was devoted to
youth erganizations ty any class. A very smail proportion of time

7Hwas apeht'on theuéub-group. employability skilis. o

Within ﬁhe time on task/non-content category, the greatest
proportion of time across all groups was spent on "set-up”.
Again, an'insignificant amount of time, .09%, wag‘speﬁc on youth
organizations and this was indicated/by only one class.

Within the time off-task category the sub-groups of "breaks"
and "socializing" receive the gre@tust proportion of time for
the control groupé while experiméntal gfoqps spent the g;eétest
proporfion of time on "waitiné"- and "breaks". The greatest
proportion of time for the non-handicapped class was spent in the.
sub-category "gcof-off",

The analysis of variunce procedure was used to determine if

significant differenceus existed awmong groups 1in respect to
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percent\bf time spent on time on-task/content, time on-task/non-

content and time off~-task. Significant differences did exist
among groups on the variable time on task content (F=5.82, p <

,0001). Group 3 did spend a significantly greater percentage of
time (74.10) on content than all othersgroups. Group 1, which vas
an axp&rimental group “located in school A, spent a significantly
greater percentage of time (68.15) on the category than group 5,a
control group located in schocl B.. See Table 8.

Analysis of variances procedure for the variable time on-

task/non-content did yield significant differences (F=w15.56, p =

.0001). Thé ‘control group of non-handicapped learners had a
significantly lowr mean percentage of time spent on this
category than all other groups. In addition, group 2, an
experimental group in school A, spgnt a significantl; greater
percentage of time on-task/non-content| than the control group in
that school. See Table 9. |

Significant differences did exist among groups on the

variable time off-task as calculated by vse of analysis of
variance (F=23,94, p = .0001). Again, the control group on non-
handicapped learners differed from all other groups by spending a
greater percentage of time off-task. Both the experimental and
control groups 1in school B sbent a significantly greater
percentage of time off~-task than Lhe three groups located in
school A. See Table 9. Whi'e aignificant differences did occur
between some Broups, when the experimental ang control groups of
hundicapped learners were combined for analysis the t-test

indicated there were no sigunificant differences betweeu these two
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Table 8

Distribution of percent of time spent by students
in Conmunity and Home Service Programs

CONTMOL EXPERIMENTAL
Group y ] X0 (348) 6 3 2 ] x(1,2,4)
ON-TASK CoNnNTENT
~ Ahasic skills 0.00 2.62 1.31 00,00 9.65 4.0 1,64 $. )
STechnical 8Skills 42.41 15,236 20,88 8.9 15,89 32,38 14.68 20,06
/ \Technical Practice a2.n 42,68 32.5) 11.72 34,28 27,69 44.96 35,63
\Dmployability 0.00 1.67 .84 0.00 . 4,41 0.00 .47 2.68
VYouth Organitation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
ON=TASK NO-~-CONTENT i
\Youth Organization 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .09 .0)
\Set Up 11,80 6.86 9,39 4.74 : 16.26 18,38 6,54 13.72
f0ut of Room 9.,0% .20 4,6) 2.96 4,1 4,06 .02 k3
\Other on Task 1,85% 10.65 6,25 0.00 B0 0.00 9.18 2.9%
OFF TASK
\Breaks 0.00 9.38 4.69 1.4 1.09 0.00 8.4 3.16 ¢
tWalt 0.10 .29 1,19 3.90 4N 8.67 2.5%6 s,
VSocialize 3.9¢ 3 82 3. 3.7 3.1 0.00 $.0) 2,72
\Goof Off 0.00 2,04 2,03 15,79 1.4) 2,7 .64 1.45
\Restroon 1.96 1,31 3,65 72 .19 .30 1.50 .89
\Other 1,36 +40 .00 2,%0 .85, 0.00 33 3
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Table 9

Summary of percent of time spant by students
in Communitv and Home Sexvice Proqrams

SCHOOL A , SCHOOL B SCHOOL C
TEACHER 1 ' reacusr 2| TRACHRR 3 TEACHER 4
b 3] 1"-7 S‘ —
n ] ‘ " n H M
Group 1 | Group 2 || Group 3 Group 4 Group S Group 6
wet e A e n/c wi/c e
Time on Task o ,
oontent 68.15 65.75 74.10 €5.00 59.70 66.06
Time on Task
noa/content 19.74 23.50"**| 17.60 18.00 22.3%0 7.n*
Time off anee JUPN R
Task 12.11 10.78 0.30 17.00 18.00 26.63
10TALS 100.00 | 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

* - Significantly different from all other groups .
* o gignificantly different from group 5
see - Significantly different fxom group 2
teen « gignifioantly different from qoups 1, 3, 3, ¢
a « Wshandicapped) Beaxperimental) Cwcontrol) Wienon-handicapped

groups.

In summary, it appears as though the control group of non-
handicapped learﬁers differed significantly from the handicapped
learner classes in respect to time spent off-task and time on-
task/pon-content. There was no significant difference among the
groups for the variable time on-task/content when groups were -
combined. Though some differences did occur between separate
groups it does not appear that changing the *ime allocation
altered the percentage of time that was spent on-task, or off-
task.

Research Question 6a. What is the relationship between time

allocation and tiwe spent by the teacher as defined by

teacher role, 1i.e. extent of interaction with individuals,
mall groups, whole class, or monitoring students?

Teachers in all classes épent the greatest proportion of

N bEST COPY AVAILABLE
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time interacting with all students at once or with small groups
or individuals, They spent the least amount of time working in
the room without observing or interacting with students. The
teachgrs were absent from the room a very small proportion of ;he
time. |

Teachers in classes with greater time allocation, 1.e.
control groups, spent a greater proportion of time interacting
and observing all stu&egta at once.  See Tablé 10;( Note that the
teacher in Group 6 had the greatest percentage of time in this
category. This may be due to the exceptionqli;y of this situation
as compared to all other classes in the study, thﬁt is, no
teacher aide was available to assist the teaches ir Group 6.

‘Teachers in the experimental classes spent a greater
proportion of the class time on obqerving and interacting with
small groups or individual students than did the teachers of
contro} groups. Again, note that teacher aides were present in
all clésses other than Group 6. |

Research Question 6b. What is the relationship of time

allocation and time spent by teacher as defined by teacher
method? ‘

Trained observers recorded, at two minute _intervals, the
method of instruction which was being used by the teacher. As
noted in Table 11, all teachers used the majority of the 16

& methods identified on the observation sheet.
| Both the control and experimental groups spent the greatest
proportion of time observing students at work. The contol class
teachgrs spent approximately equal percentage of time on giving

instructions and demonstrations. The experimental group teachers




Group

Observing & Interacting
with ell students

Observing/interacting
v/mall groups/indiv,

Observing/no
interacting

In Room
No Observing/interactingy
Not in Mo

/A

Data missing

‘Table 10

Percent of time spent on various teacher roles os
defined by {nteraction with students

CONTROL lxrnxmuf
3 s %4 (388) ¢ %0(3,5,58) | 2
7.7 3.0 32.38 .2 $0.3 U8 2.0
'E IS ST ¥ 5.2 4.1 30.16 30.6 84.8
172 7.8 12,7 6.9 10,0 20,7 17.0
0.1 0.} 8.1 - 5.4 T 1.6 4“5
2.1 3.7 2,9 .2 2.0 R 1.1
3.3 . .68 2.6 1,29 a .

.}
0.0
11.?
10,7
1.0
3

o3

Xe(1,264)
20.27
4&?3
16,%7

5.6
1.6
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Giving Instruction

Demonstration
Audio/Visual

Teetn
Pans Materials

One/one
Questioning
Discipline
Manager Role
teature
Announcenents
Observing
Working on Own
soclalising
Yelp Clean
Not in Poom
N/A

No Data

TOTAL

Othey

O
>
o
3
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spent equal time on questioning and demonstrations.

As compared to the control group teachers, the experimental
class teachers spent twice as much time on questioning and
managing while the control group te.chers spent twice as much
time as the experimental class teachers on lecture, testé,
helping to clean-up and on one-tc-one 1nstiuction; The wethod
which. was used the least by all teachers was the use of audio-
visual materials. | o

This data also provides a view of the methods employed by
-individual teachers. For example, the téachef in Group 6 used
the feweat different nethodg and spent over half of the class
time utilizing three methods; giving ihstructions, giying
demonstrations, and observing students at’work. The utilization
of the three methods compared positively to the teach;rs' in
Groups 1,2, and 3 but contrasted with the methods used by the
teacher of Groups 4 and 5. The tea;her of Groups 4 and 5 spent
considerable amount of time on the questioning’ technique and
similar time on giving instructions and observing students work.
Although analysis was not performed to determine the statistical
relationship it appears that these similarities or differences

were not related to student achievement or to time allocation.

Non-handi.capped versus handicapped learners

Research question 7. What is the relationship between tinme
allocation and student achievement, task performance, and
time off task for non-handicapped students as compared to
handicapped students?

When mean scores for the combined handicapped 1learner
experimental and control groups were conpared to the non-

handicapped learner control class signficant differences did
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occur. As shown in Table 12 the control group of non-handicapped
learners had signficantly higher scores on the pre-test and the
gain scores. As measured by the posttest the control group of
non-handicapped learners were significantly different than the
experimental group of handicapped learners but not different than

the control group of handicapped learners.

vt

Table 12

Hean scores of student achievement, task
performance and time on task for: mon-handicapped
learners and handicapped loarnexs.’

Combined
Experimental Control Control
Handicapped Handicapped Non~Handicapped
Achievement: (%) , .
Pre test 31.2 33.0 40.7¢
Post test 32.2 42,90 51.6e*
Gain scores 1.2 6.8 12.7¢

Task perfoimance: (x)
folding 4.09 4.14 4.52
table 3.79 3.63 4.4
bed 3.28 3.76 3.88
wvashing furniture 3.87 3.85 4.74*
cleaning gink .82 3.54 4.75¢*

Time on Cask: \ Min \ Min L} Min
On Task/Content 66.66 89.99 60.93 124,07 66.07 118,92
On Task/non-content 20.30 28.08 19,39 34.90 7.7 13,14
Off Task 12.84 17.33 11.86 21.35 26,74 48.13

*Significantly different than all other groups
*¢significantly different than experimental group

When mean scores on task performance of the thrze groupings
were compared, signficant differences were identified. On three

of the five taaks the non-handicapped learners scored

significantly higher than the handicapped learner groups. On two

tasks, folding and bedmaking# no significant differences were

identified.

Analysis of time on task/content showed no significant

39 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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differences between the groups., However, the non-handicepped
learners spent significantly less time on tesk/non~content ‘and
signficantly more time off task than.the other groups. \

Using this data as a basis it appears the non-handicapﬁ&@
learner control group could be viewed as signficantly different
than the handicapped learner'groups. In only one instance was
there a eimilarity and that was with _the control "group of
handicapped learners in respect to scores on the AChieveﬁénﬁ
posttest. ~

While the higher scores were predictable, it 1s'surprising
to see that the non-handicapped learners spent considerably more
time off-task and less time on the cateégory on task/non-content.
This would indicate that while spending considerably more time
off - task the non-handicappei learners out performed ‘tﬁe
handicapped learners. ”

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Decision makers in vocational education have been pressed to
justify the large blocks of time devoted to secondary vocational
education programs, Recent research indicates that time on taék
is directly related to achievement (Bloom, 1974; Borg, 1980;
Frederick and Walberg, 1980). Reports from the National Center
for Research in Vocational Education (Halasz and Behm, 1983)
indicate that as class length increases so does time on task. No
studies were found that fOcusgd on home'econom}Cs clgsses or in
vocational education classes that related time on task to
performance levéls.

The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of




Lime nh&pcation on student achieavement in ocational home v

Qcon;;TEB‘ Community and Home Service programs. i quasi-
experimental design wa3 used 1including three schools, four
teachers, and six ciésseé. Of the six classes, one group
provided "baseline" data lon a program for non-handicapped
learners. Of the vremaining five classes for héndicapppd
learners, two groups were control groups with 130 minutes of
allocated timg and three were experimemtal with 135 minutes of
allocated *ime. " The depghdent variables of achievement,
satisfaction, and time on task were measured to determine the
effect of time allocation. Student achievement was measured by a
paper and pencil cognitive test and by performance on five
selected. tasks which were rated by trained observers and by
classroom teachers. Satisfaction was measured by questionnaires
administered to students and interviews conducted with classroon
téachers. Time on task was measured using data collected by
trained observers on student activity and teacher .activity.
'Results of the study indicated there was no variation at a
-<§ignificant level for task performance butrthe control group did
score .significaﬁtly Higheg—;gﬂéﬂg_pab;; and pencil test. The
time on task category of on gask/content sthéd no significant
difference Ibut the non-handicapped learner control group showed
significantly more time off tasik and significantly less time on
task/non-content. There were no significant diffe?ences between
the combined experimental and the combined control groups.
Content analysis of the satisfaction measures indicated a teacher
preference for the reduced time allocation. When the study

cnnL}olled for teacher difference, a0 significant ditferences
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vere identified between groups on achievement or time on task

with one exception. The experimental group did out perform the
control group on one performance task.

Based upon this quasi-experimental study it canlbe concluded
that the group of non-handicapped learners did perform at h;gher
-levels | than 5oth the experimental and control groups of
‘handicapped learners. Th1§ finding 'is not surprising but does
validaég the 1qgical expect;tions of the researchers.
| Of most interest .in this study was data showing behaviors
that would distinguish the control from the experimental groups
of handicapped learners. While some difference within categories
and among groups did exist, when grous were combined or
controlled for teachér,diffe:ences no significant' différences
vere identified fordthe most part. It should be noted that the
control group did out perform the experimental group on the
achievement postfest and when the study.,was. controlled for
teacher differences thes experimental group out performed the
control group on one performance task.

Since the clas§es composed a purposive sample and the number
was -small {t is not possible to generalize tz all othe(, g&milar
classes, Yet, findings from this study, for these'véroupsr
suggests that & reduction in time would not significantly qffectt
.student performance.

Furt er réséarch is needed in respect to time allocation in
vocational education classes. This study could be replicated
with other vocational service areas and with other types of
learners. Research designs that would more clearly identify

optimum learning time would be beneficial.
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APPENDIX A

Research Model

‘Pilot Study
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COLLABORATIVE
PROCESS

Ydentify need or problem fox
collaborative effort.

2

Communicate problems with
possible collaboratoxs.

\2

Recognize stipulations and resources
of each collaborator and possible
benefits tuv each.

N

Agree upon:
1) significance of problem
2) role and limitations of
each ccllaborator.
w &-—--——-o—-———._—-mn
Propose desiyn, identifying
precise efforts and outcomes.
1) time allotmen*~

2) raesource allovation
3} financial commitment

(EXIT

®-

\’

Operationalize efforts. (Planning)
1) Develop time-line and procedures
2) Estaplich precise respons-bilities
3) Esteblish a problem-solving
comnunication network
4) Establish a monitoring process
5) Orient all persons invnlved of
the total effort. and their roles

(EXI'I‘

G;X IT

Implement Plans

s

Recognige outcomes.
1) to original problems
2) to each collaborator

N

Impact «ffort on problem.

RESEARCH MODEL
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OHIO EXAMPLE

Claveian& Schools

Cleveland Schools Ohio
Dept. of Ed.=) 0SU~)consultzhts
(National Center for Research in
Vocational Educaqion)

Cleveland Schools (—é osu

i1

Ohio Vept. of Ed.

- OSU - research desicm/specifications

-~ State Dept. - instrumentation

Cleveland Schools - feedback/feaasibilit

- Consultant - instrumentation

Note: Pilot study clarified scope of
effort.

-~ OSU - orientation; observer training;
data analysis and linterpretation;
research implications

- State Dept. ~ coordination; red ta.~»
slashing (monitoring); determines
data collection sites

- C.E.V.E.C. ~ data collection; feedback/
feasibility

- Cleveland Schools ~ coordination;
monitoring; datu collection; data
analysis

- Consultant - observer training




PURPOSE:

LOCATION:
DESIGN:

DEPEMDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SAMPLE:

TIME ALLOCATION STUDY

The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of time
allocation on achievement as measured by paper/pencil tests
performance of tasks, and time on task of handicapped students
enrolled in Community and Home Service Prcgrams. :

East High School, Cleveland, Ohio
Experimental/Control Group Design

gtandardized achievement test
Performance of selected tasks

TIME ALLOCATION Control: 3 clock hourxs
Experiemental: 2%°hours, 15 minutes

Junior and senior special needs students enrolled in Home
Economics Occupational program, Community and Home Service.

CONTROL GROUP: 13 students enrolled, 1 section

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP: 25 scudents enrolled, 2 sections
(13 and 12 st

{
Sroups ware tested on following variables to determine ‘match

‘Variable: Years in home economics program.
C 12 1.916 017 Signif

E 25 1.52 Differ

Variable: Reading level

C 1.2 2.19 QBL NOSOD.
E 15 2.33

Variable: Stanford Diagnostic Test (total score)

C 1z 14.50 .29 N.S.D.
E 21 10.95 ‘

Variable: Math Comprehension

T e

c 12 24.5 .52 N.S.D.
E 20 22.6

Variable: Math Cognitive

C 12 9.33 ' 57 N.S.Dd
E 20 9&90 \.‘\




Variable: Math Application

C 12 8.916 .97 N.S.D.
E 20 8.95

Variable: Knowledge of Content/ Achievement Test 1

C 11 49.72 .25 N.S.D.
E 20 42.25

Variable: Knowledge of Content/Achievement Test LI

e oty g s et

C 10 73.9 .01 Significant
E 17 58.35 Difference

RESULTS: Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference between
. groups on achievement test I scores,

Variable: Post achievement Test I

c 8  56.875 .61 Significant
E 13 35,692 Difference

Comment : Hypothesis was not supported as the control group
scored significantly higher than experimental group.

Hypothesis: There will be no signficant difference between
groups on achievement t2st II scores.

!EEE&ElE‘J Post achievement Test 11

c 9 41.777 .85 N.S.D.
E 13 49,23

Comment: Hypothesis is supported. While the experimental
group scored slightly higher than control group it
was not sufficiently highter to create a significance.

Hypothesis: There will be no signficant difference between
groups on performance score of bedmaking task.

Variable: Performance score brdmaking task.

C 11 3.72 . 47  N.S.D.
E 13 3.38

Comment: Hypothesis {is supported. While control group

scored slightly higher it was not sufficient to
indicate 2 signficant difference. ‘
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_RESULTS::

BEST Copy AVAILABLE

Hypotheasis: There will be no significant difference between
groups on performance score of folding task.

Variable: Folding Task Score
c 11 3.45 .16 N.S
E 14 2.85
Comment: Hypothesis is supported. While control group scored
higher on this task the difference in the mean score
of each group is not significant. )

Hypothesis: There will be no signficant difference between
groups on perfomrance score of temperature takin

task.
Variab%a: Temperature taking task
c 10 2.3 .53 N.S
E 13 2.07 K

Comment: Hypothesis is supported. VWhile control group score
slightly higher the difference between the two grou
is not signficant. '

Hypothesis: There will be no signficant difference between
groups on performance score of pulse taking task.

variable: Performance score/pulse taking task.

C 10 3.10 .35 N.S.
E 13 2.615

Comment: Hypothesis 1is supported. While the control scored
v higher the difference was not significant.

Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference between
groups on performance score of respiratory task.

Variable: Performance score/respiratory task

c . 10 2.60 .26 N.S.
E 13 3.23

Comment: The hypothesis 1s supported. Although the experimen

group scored higher on this task the difference in
mean scotes was not significant.
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CONTROL GROUP

N =12
FRELIMINARY ANALYSIS
TIME ON TASK
ON TASK/CONTENT ON TASK/NUNCONTENT
I | I |
DATE A B c D E F G TOTAL
| |
OFF TASK
5/1% 35 9 0 4 16 19 17 100
5/19 12 34 k) 0 13 7 3 100
5/24 23 48 0 8 10 1 10 1.00
5/26 0 53 0 18 15 4 10 100
6/1 15 37 4 0 7 7 30 100
6/2 0 76 0 0 14 0 10 100
6/6 0 58 0 ) 20 0 21 100
6/8 0 92 0 0 8 0 0 100 "
Totals 85 407 35 3l 103 38 101 800
S over
total days 11 51 4 4 13 5 12 100
NCRVE
Study 6.7 4l1.1 8 25.3 7.2 6.1 5.7
Cleveland NCRVE
ON TASK 84 69
ON TASK/CONTENT 56 55.8
OFF TASK 16 31
49




EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS N =12
TIME ON TASK
ON TASK/CONTENT ON TASK/NONCONTENT
r
DATE A B C D 1» TOTAL
OFF TASK
5/17 0 26 0 o 64 0 10 100
5/19 4 39.5 28 4 0 5 24 100
5/24 26 23 0 20 12 9 10 100
5/26 10’ 39 .0 23 7 7 14 100
6/1 52 13 0 0 0 3 12 100
6/2 43 3l 0 0 9 0 17 100
6/6 0 7 Q 16 31 16 30 100
6/7 41 22 0 0 9 3 25 100
Totals 176 220.5 28 63 132 38.5 1la? 800
% total .
time 22 28 4 7 17 5 17 100
NCRVE
study 6.7 4l1.1 g 25.3 72 6l 5.7
Cleveland NCRVE
ON TASK 76 69
ON TASK CONTENT 54 55.8
OFF TASK 24 31
50)
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Codes Used in Collapsed calegories Classification Used
Observation Guides Used for MAnialysis foc Discussion

Basic skills with
technical skills:
reading, calculating A.lBasic skills on task/content
and writing '

Basic skills separate: i
reading, calculations,
and writing

\

Technical skills: B. Technical skills ‘On task/content
theory or practice

Job-seeking, maintain-

ing, and advancing ' |
skills

Knowledge of the world C. Employability on task/content
of work ) skills
Work attitudes and
values
Waiting/nothing, D. Off task Off task
sogializing
Setting up, cleaning up E. Set up/clean up On task/noncontent
Listening, conference F. Related Oon task/noncontent

with teacher, out-of-
room related

Taking break, out-—of- G. Break Off task
room nonrelated

FIGURE 2. COLLAPSED CATEGORILS ANU
CLASSIFICATIONS OF CODES USED FOR ANALYS1S AND DISCUSSION

| Letters denote code on charts.
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Instruments
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Table of Specifications

Ohio Community and Home Service Achievement Test

/

Part I:

Section Title # Items
1 - Give Personal Care to Patients 20
2 Take and record vital signs | 14
3 lift, move and transport patients . 26
4 Perform special care 3l
5 Care for infants and children 45
6 Planning, Preparing and Feeding 27

sub~total 163 e

pPart II:

Section

7 Cleaning Equipment care 15
8 : Furnishings Care 21
9 Resilient and Masonry Floor Care 24
10 Draperies, Uphoslstery, Carpeting Care 19
11 Provide room care 19
12 Restroom care 14
13 Public Area Care 15
14 L.aundry Services &L/
15 ' Careers 27

6 '3 sub-total 171
a 1,
TQTAL 334




Date w | '
gﬁ Sl w caggul
JOB: Insetitutional and Commercial Cleaning Aide - | é ) Ewﬁ E
DUTY: Provide Laundry Care w g-’i é §¢ E""‘
TASK: Fold and Store Articleg > § 3 ¢ k=S g
1. Remove articles from dryer immediately
Fold: flat pieces to a convenient size
2, for storing
Fold sheets, tablecloths, blankets and other
3. large pieces lengthwise first
Fold crosswise until the desired storage
4., size is reached
Place each folded item in stacks similar
5. to storage shelf stack size
6. Store linen and garments properly
7. Lock service room door | A
VOCAT IONAL HOME ECONOMICS
COMMUNITY AND HOME SERVICES RAT ING:
SPECIAL PROJECT (Overall Performance
1 _Low tn 5 High
STUDENT'S NAME
Date '
- " e =
JOB: Home and Institutional Health Aide = mg § E:—"; ‘E"
DUTY: Planning, Preparing, Feeding wo|3w o & i‘i-< -
TASK: Set Tables X g-nc 2 § Eg &
etermine cleanliness and proper position
!. of tables and chalrs ‘ ey
2. Determine necessary supplies v'/ -
Determine proper placement of table cloth
3. or place mat ‘
Determine proper placement of centerpiece and "
h. condiments
5., Determine proper placement of napklin r
6. Determine proper placement of flatware _
Determine proper placemant of cups,
7. saucars, plates and qlasses .
== 8. Determine |f esch table i3 properly set 4 -

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

OHIO VOCATIONAL HOME ECONOMICS
COMMUNITY AND HOME SERVICE
SPECIAL PROJECT

STUDENT'S NAME

RATING:
(Overall Performa
1l Low to _5 Hi




RATING:
OHIO VOCATIONAL HOME ECONOMICS (Overall Performance
COMMUNITY AND HOME SERVICES 1 Low to 5 High
" SPECIAL PROJECT - P

STUDENT"S NAME ?
Date E “ ';EE
W W
JOB: Institutional and Commercial Cleaning Aide ~ wé & gg
[ x}
DUTY: Care for Restrooms 8 :;3 E o §
TASK: Clean Sink Area X g ' 3 § g
l. Prepare solution ‘ . ‘ ;
i
2. Assemble equipment and supplies ;
’ i
3. Clear the sink area of soaps and personal items
" Clean inside surface, overflow, metal fixtures,
4. underside sprface of towl
5. Rinsé and dry bowl
6. Polish metal fixtures
7. Wash wall area nearby
8. Clean up and put away supplies
OHIO VOCATIONAL HOME ECONOMICS
COMMUNITY. AND HOME SERVICES
SPECIAL PROJECT RATING:
: | (Overall Performanc
STULENT'S NAME ' 1 Low to 5 Hig
o’
Date
W ' §3
JOB: Institutional and Commercial Cleaning Aide E O " Eg a
DUTY: Care for Furnishings ~ w& U] Q w
TASK: Wash Furniture {Metal, Plastic, Glass, Painted) 3] >§ E & Eg E
;A ' o §§ < gé < 3

1. Prepare detergent solution

2. Assemble supplies

3. Wipe surface with solucion

4., Rinse surface

5. Dry and polish

[y

6. Usu speciul cleszer when and 1f needed




OHI0 VOCATIONAL HOME ECONOMICS
COMMUNITY AND HOME SERVICE RATING:

SPEGIAL PROJECT ~ (Overali Performan
‘ 4 _1 Low to 35 Hi

STUDENT'S NAMY,

Date

"JOB: Home and Institutional Health Aide
"DUTY: ULifting, Moving, Transporting
TASK: Make Unoccupied Bed .

AVERAGE

UNABLE T0

EXCELLENT
ATTEMPTED -

ABOVE

1. Assemble bed linen

2. Adjust bed height, remove soiled linen

3. TPut mattress cover and pad on bed
Place bottom sheet on one side of bed,
4, mi-er top corner —
On opposite side, tuck and pull sheet

5. tight and miter cornmer of the bottom sheet
Place top sheet, blanket and spread on one
6. side of bed (one item at a time)

-~ 7. Miter lower corner of each ’
Go to other side, smooth linen and finish
8. mnitering lower corners

9. Form cuff of sheet at head of bed
Put pillow case on pillow and place at
10. head of bed

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Behavior accomplished Behavior acc ﬁplished
. with high level of = % = w e = = « = « » = ywith high I;Eel of
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A) ( m
: o)
Behavior accomplished Behavior accomplished ' N
v IN PROPER SEQUENCE I N I OUT OF SEQUENCE, ! :
: leading to difficulty X
~"in performing later @ ‘
: o behaviors no
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Fjgﬁfe 2. Descriptions of 6 levels of task performance rating, 638
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TEACHER

Inn
wu

Cleaning Alde

DUTY: Care for Cleaning Inst

Equipment
TASKS

1, Inftially treat dust mop.

institutional and Commercial

ruce

tional

time

¢

NAMES OF STUDENTS

R S

2. Reireat dust mop.

—-.———V“f_-;

3. Disinfectant equipment,

PRIV Y

4, Clean wet mop.

|

§. Clea. bucket and wringer.

Clean wax applicator, suft
26, brush and buffing pads.

L

7. Liean vacuum cleaner.

e
8. Clean wet-dry vacuum,
AR
Clean single disc floor
9, machine,
—
—t

10. Prepare cart for day's work.

N M ke
Inventory housekeeping
1. suppllies and equipment.

6
supmit suoply and material,,
Il. requisition, -

[] Q




IT'S ABOUT TIME:

A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS

DirecTioNs: AWSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, DRAW A CIRCLE
AROUND THE ANSWER YOU CHOOSE,

1. IF You HAD A CHOICE., WOULD YOU SPEND

A, MORE TIME IN THIS CLASS,
B, LESS TIME IN THIS CLASS

C., THE SAME AMOUNT OF TIME IN THIS CLASS.

2, IF You HAD A CHOICE., WOULD YOU SPEND
A, MORE TIME IN CLASS DISCUSSIONS AND DEMONSTRATIONS.

B, LESS TIME IN CGLASS DISCUSSIONS AND DEMONSTRATIOS,

C. THE SAME AMOUNT OF TIME IN CLASS DISCUSSIONS AND
DEMONSTRATIONS,

3, IF vYcu HAD A CHOICE, WOULD YOU SPEND

A, MORE TIME IN DOING AND PRACTICING THINGS IN
THIS CLASS. —

B, LESS TIME IN DOING AMD PRACTICING THINGS IN
THIS CLASS., —

C. THE SAME AMOUNT OF TIME DOING AND PRACTICING
THINGS IN THIS, CLASS,

4, Ir YyOu HAD A CHOICE., WOULD YOU LIKE TO

A, LEARN SOMETHING NEW,
B. PRACTICE SOMETHING YOU ALREADY KNOW,

5. IF You SPENT MORE TIME IN THIS CLASS, WOULD YOU

——

Al LEARN MORE.
Bl LEARN LEDS.
C, LEARN THE SAME AMOUNT,

59
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6. IF YOU SPENT LESS TIME IN THIS CLASS, WOULD YOU

P

A, LEARN MORE,
B, LEARN LESS,
C. LEARN THE SAME AMOUNT,

S
DIRECTIONS: ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTION, PLACE AN X UNDER
THE DRAWING THAT SHOWS HOW YOU EEEL ABOUT THIS FLASS,

THAMK YOU FOR ANSWERING THESE QUESTIONS,




TEACHER INTERVIEWS

1, WHEN LENGTH OF TIME CHANGES, HOW DOES YOUR DAILY PLANNING CHANGE?
P

2. How DO STUDENTS IN LONGER CLASSES GENERALLY SPEND EXTRA TIME
AS COMPARED TO STUDENTS IN THE SHORTER CLASSES?

3, WHEN CLASS TIME CHANGES, HOW DOES CONTENT COVERAGE OVER THE
THE WHOLE SCHOOL YEAR CHANGE !

4, WHEN LENGTH OF CLASS TIME CHANGES, HOW IS CLASSROOM CLIMATE
DIFFERENT?

5, WHAT RECOMMENDATIONS, IF ANY, 'WOULD YOU MAKE ABOUT THE LENGTH
OF CLASS TIME?
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'w e Tabie 1-C ,

Achievement Mean Parnentage Scores for
Pre and Post Test

SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C
TEACHER ' TEACHER 2 TEACHER 3 TEACHER 4
. iy v Al ‘. .
Greoup 1 - Grocup 2 " Group 3 ' Group 4 oup 5 Group 6
Test Section H/E H/E H/C H/E H/C H/C
" “r T
1. pre 38.0 4 42.9 48.8 30.9//,«’f 36.9
Post 45.0 41.7 55.0 *\uhy_,». o 56.9
2. Pre 35.0 39,3 . 45.8 24.1 . , 39.4
Post 38.6 35.7 54.3 ‘ ‘ " 54,9
j. Pre 32.2° 37.1 42.3 22.9 30.3 36.0
Post 29.9 1.4 43.1 51.9
4, Ppre 31.9 30.7 35.7 31,1 - 26.9 35.9
Post 31.6 26.4 36,7 o 44.2
5. Phe 32.2 33.3 41.2 l.z 31.9 43.7
Post 29.9 37.9 40.5 . . 46.1
6. Pre 36.9 36.2 : 26.9 31.3 29.5 44.2
Post 32.3 36.5 28.1 .45.6 |
7. Pre 31.8 30.5 23.6 31.1 33.9 42,1 A
Post 26.6 22.9 33.3 . 49.3
8. Pre .39.6 43.6 8.9 . ~30.7 34,7 40.5 ~
Post 34.3 31.3 39.5 ‘ 54.3
9. Ppre 22.2 36.8 3.0  33.8 30.8 42.5
Post 31.5 40.0 35.8 ! ' 43.9
10. Pre 31,2 .32, 35.7 27.8 33.6 40.8
Post 31.0 "37.0 . 35,1 - 44 .6
1. Pre 24.0 38.6 37.9 31.6 41.6 43,1
Post 51.6 26.3 40.5 56.5
12 ire 22.2 32.2 has T 22.9 32.3 | 42.9
Post 30.6 22.0 "1.6 49,7
[}
15. pre 29.6 31.6 35.4 25.2 29.7 42.9
Post 33.3 22.6 40.6 51.5
4. pre 23.7 30.9 39.3 37.0 37.9 - 44.4
Post '44.5 25.5 34.4 46,2
15. pre 28.2 30.1 32.4 29.4 22.3 39.6
bost 32.4 - 26.8 , 40,7 48,8
LOTAL bre 31.5 1.7 . 34.4 30.4 31.3 40.7
bo st 34.6 30.1 40.5 32.9 45.6 51.6 .,
e 10 12 13 10 11 lo
' 6 10 . 10 .8 - n 16

* N-number of scores for total column
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. Table 2-C

, tifnchievement Mean Percentage Scores for
pre and Post Test

Control Non-Handicapped Combined Experimental Combined Control

Class (6) Class (1,2,4) Class (3,5)
l1. Pre 36.9 37.8 48.8
Post 56.9 43.2 55.0
. 2. Pre 39.4 33.8 . 45.8
Post 54.9 37.0 54.3
3. Pre 36.0 31.7  36.9
Post 51.5 30.7 43.1'
4. ‘Pre "~ 35.9 31.2 N 32.0
Post 44.2 28.7 38.7
! 5. Pre 43.7 32.4 37.2
2 Post 46.1 34.3 40.5
&\
\ 6. Pre 44.2 35.1 . 33.4
' Post 45.6 34.6 T 38,1
L 7. pre 42.1 a1 28.1
\ Post 49.3 24.3 . 33.3
8. Pre 40.5 38.6 37.1
post 54,3 , 32.3 39.5
, 9. Pre 42.5 31.5 32.0
j pPost 43.9 ~31.8 35.8
xlo. Pre 40.8 : 30.5 34.8
\ post 44.6 35.0 35.1
11. pre 43.1 32.1 39.5
Post 56.5 34.7 40.5
12. Pre 42.9 ’ 26.4, 30.7
\ Post 49.7 . 24.9 38.6
13. Pre 42.9 29.1 . 32.8 I
Post 51.5 26.2 40.6 .
]
14, Pre 44.4 30.6 38.7
post 46.2 ‘ 31.8 34.4
15. Pre 39.6 29.3 27.8
Post 48.8 24.6 40.7
TOTAL Pre 40.7 31.2 - 33.0
pPost 51.6 32,2 ” 42.9
*N Pre 16 32 , 24 ' ¢

pPost 16 24 19

*+ . N=number of scores for total column
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Teacher Satisfaction with Time Allocation

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between time
allocation and teacher satisfaction?

Teacher interview schedules (see Appendix B) were implemented

with experimental and control group teachers in May. The teacher in

‘the regular classroom was not interviewed. A summary statement of

teacher responses for each interview item, follows. ‘The readér will
note that items were designed to be exploratory and open-ehded.
Inforwation provideé by teachers, though geﬁerally related to time.
issues, was not always directly related to time allocation as defined

in this study.

Interview Question 1l: The length of time students spend in
class is only one thing that might make a difference in how
much students learn. ‘What else seems to be important for
your students? ;

Teachers suggested that motivation, iaterest, reading level, and

amount of pr}or knowledge/experience in the area of study are related
/

to how muchustudents can.learn. Field experiences in real settings
were stressed as critica’® by two teachers. One teacher, who;instrugted
in both experimental and'c{?trol groups, éuggested a possible inter-
action between level of functioning in the "related" class, in the
field settings, and length of time:

’ In the classroom setting, higher functioning

handicapped students can tolerate longer periods

of engaged time than lower functioning students

....in the field, longer periods of time are tolerable,
even for lower functioning students.

67
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Interview gquestion 2: when length of class time changes,
how, if at'all, does your daily planning change?

?egcher regponses to this question varied. One. teacher,
whose students comprisgq expérimentai groups only (time = 135 min.),
viewed an increase in sllocated~time as a demanding challenge. This
teacher felththat'methods to insure maintenance of student motivaéion
would be egsential. The teacher who had worked with a control group

(time = 180 min.) suggested that {f time were shortened, the amount

a

' of "related" time would need to be cut from 2 cut of 4 periods to i

cut of 4 periods per day. A third teacher, who instructed in both

experimental and control groups, suggested that other factors are

‘more critical than time allocation. She suggested that late arfiving

buses, time of day, and point in the school year greatly influenced
her program, as in the following:

Time of day lﬁh vs,P§7 is real y important when you
want to develop quality work .. .es/placements. At
’ motel and hospital field placements the important

work is done in the morning and students in an AM

 program experience quality work time. In the after-

" noon, employees that the students work with have

. most of their work done and are preparing for after-
noon shift changes. The quality of the work time
for PM students is therefore not as great.

And in regard to pdint in the school year:

gtudent skill level at different times of the year
affects planning. students get faster and more
efficient as they gain skills. For instance, '
now /May/ many students work at a "job rate" of

32 minutes when they clean the bathroom. In
October this job takes students up to a full

hour'.

Interview question 3: " How do students in the longer clast,

generally spend extra time as compared to students in the
shorter class¥




Teachers (apparently; had difficulty in responding to this
question. This may have been dve to inabilities in comparing longer
vs, shorter time allocation when the teacher had had personal
experience with only one ofvthe alternatives. One teacher suggested
that with longer time, students would be able to learn at a higher

level of proficiency. The teacher who did have personal experience

. with both lengths of time allocation stated that the shorter class

alw2ys seemed to be lagging behind the longer classes, although the
shorter class (PM) had less lost time dun to bus delays. n

Intervic' Question 4: How does content coverage - over the
whole school year - change when class time changes?

Teachers, in general, concurred in their responses to this item.
Th’ y stated, some with emphasis, that all skills are taught in all e
classes, regardless of time allocation. One suggested that timé makes
little difference in learning since "students take in only so much and
then they "tune you out". She suggested that regardless of content

cuverage, learning woild remain the same,

Interview Question 5: How, if at all, is classroom climate
different when length of class time is different?

Teachers again concurred ¢n the relationship between time allocation
and classroom climate, as expressed in the following:

Students would be happy to have shorter periods of
time. A four period block is a long time to spend
in nne place.

Climate dues change when time changes. IXn a longer
clags, students get bored, restless, and "anappy”....
Students also need more diversions in their schonl
day -- more diffe.ent experiences. .

o0 33
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Interview Question 6: What reconmmendations, if any, would you

make about the length of class time?

they would prefer the

reachers stated that, if given a choice,

gs time (time = 135 min.) over the longey

shorter length of cla

One teacher suggested that decreasing

alternative (time = 180 min.).
n improved school attendance.

allocated time might result i




Student Satisfaction: The Basic ggestioqnaire

Item 1: Preference for more, less, or the same amount of time
in the class.

The majority of students in both experimental and control groups
indicated a preference for less time in the class. Remainiuy students
in both treatment groups were fairly evenly divided between spending
more time and spending the same amount of time in the class.

Item 2: Preference for more, less, or the same amount of time
in class discussions and demonstrations.

Student responses on this more particular item were fairly evenly

distributed acrous response choices, as indicated in Table 16.

Item 3: Preference for more, less, or the same amount of time in
"doing" and practicing thirngs. -

Slightly mbre students in both the experimental and control groups
indicated preference to spend more time "doing" and practicing than to
spend less time or the same arount of time "doing" and practicing.
Considering items 2 and 3 inconjunction, it can be COncluged that
slightly more students are willing to spend more time "doing" than
they are to spend more time "discussing".

Item 4: Preference for learning something new vs. practicing
something already known.

}

Students in all groups, as might have been expected, indieatéd
a preference for learning something new as opposed to gpracticing something
already known., In cpmparisioq with responses oun the two immediately
preceding items, we might draw conclusions about attitudes held by these
students., First, although thex prefer learning something new over
practiciqg something already known, they are sonewhat more willing to
designate increased time for practicing as compared to di-scussion

o

and demonstration, It may be thatithey wish to learn new things
] ]

A
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as they practice them, e.g. through trial and error rather than through
viewing a demonstration and then performing.

Item 5: Attitude about consequesnces of spending uore time in
class.

As indicated in Table 16, students in experimental and control
groups responded differently on this item. In the experimental groups
(time = 135 min.), students were nearly evenly divided between
consequences of learning more and learning the same amount. In contrast,
the control group students (time = 180 min.), overwshelmingly expressed ‘
an attitude that more time would result in more learning. It nast be
noted that since the two groups had different teachers, the differences
may be related to factors other than existing allncated time differences.

% Furthermore; all students had experience with only one measure of
allocated time and could not huvé provided romparative judgements based
on their experiences. ‘

Item 6: Attitude about consequences of gspanding less time in class.

This item preéented a contrast, or opposite problam as compared to

that in the immediately preceding item. As indicated in Table 16,
student responses were mixed. Students in the experimental group showed
a slight preference for the attitude that less time in class would

yield less learning. The experimental group, of course, experienced less
time in class than the control group. Students may have been reflecting .
on factors other than the comparison with their control group cohorts
while responding to these questionnaire itews.

Item 7: Overall attitude.

Opinions expresaed through the "smiley face" item were more often

o

favorable th.n unfavoruble, Data are presented in Table 16. As
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indicatud carlier, analysis of variance_be(ween groups ir regard to
overall attitude indicated that differences in opinion wore not
statistically significant. ' ! ' \

Student Satisfaction: Tne Adapted Questionnaire.

Item 1: Preference for longer, shorter, or the same hreak time

(Break time = 15 minutes) .’ !

a8 ! .
The majority of controllgroup students (time = 180 min.) expressed

a preference for longer break time. In contrast., the experimerital

group expressed a slight preference for the same length in their hreak

time. Summary data on this item and all remaining items are arrayed . .

in Table 17.

Item 2: Preference for longer, shorter, or tha same time
,before break .e.y. "related" time).

Student responses on this item were mixed among the three rasponse
choices for both experimental and control groups, although "the same"
took the simple majority.

‘Item 3: Preference for longer, shorter, or the same time
. : after break (e.g. "lab" or practice time).

Again, a simple majority indicated rreference for l\eeping time

allocations the same within the existing tithe frames.

Students in both experimental and control groups more often than
not indicated preference for spending the same amount ot time in school,

Item 5: Preference for more, less, or the same time at job sites.

students in this setting, who routinely spend two days each week
at job sites away from the school setting, expressed mixed opiniuns about
ay prdfcrunces'for change in routine. Opinions were nearly evenly divided
among the three response choices for hoth the experimental and the control

group.
Q 73
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Item 6: Preference for learning something new vs. practicing

gsomething already known.

A clear majority of students in both experimental and control
“groups indicated preference for learning something new. Results on this
‘item can be directly compared with tue similax item on the basic
questionnaire; Jindings in both schools are highly similar.

Item 7: Attitude about consequences of spending more time in c¢lass.

As indicated.in Table 17, students exbressed mixed opinions about
more time in schqol. A majority in the control group (180 min.) did
select the response of proportional consequence, e.g. more time yields
wore learning. |

Item 8: Overall attitude. BN \

N,

\ Y
Opinions expressed through this "smiley face" item revealed a

majority of opinions in the favorable category for both experimental and

control 9giroups.
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